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REPI>Y BRIEF 

Appellants submit this Reply Brief to the Board of Patent Apped.s and 
Interferences in response to the Examiner's Answer dated October 5, 2009, 



Response to Examiner's Answer 

In response to the Illed Appeal Briet; the Examiner states that "[ijt would have 
been obvious to one having ordinarv' skill in the art to have selected the portion of 

Kaeding's Si/Al mole ratio that corresponds lo the claimed range". See, Examiner's 
Answer dated October 5, 2009 at page 4, last paragraph. Appellants reaT.)ectfuily 
disagree. 

Appellants specifically claim an MFl crystalline silicate having a 
silicon/aluminum atotnic ratio witliin the range of 250 to 500 or an MP:L crystalline 
silicate having a silicdn/aluminiim atomic ratio within the range of 150 to 800. In 



contrast, Kaeding generally teaches silica to- alumina ratios in excess of 298. See, column 
3, lines 29-32. Appellants respectfully submit that an invention is not per se obvious 
simply because it fells within a range disclosed by the prior art. See, Iron Grip Bdrbeli 
Co., Inc. V. York Barbell Co., Inc., 392 F.3d 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2004). Kaeding specifically 
teaches use of very high Si:Ai ratio catalysts [e.g., 1600:1). The Examples of Kaeding 
teach that while a caiaiyst having a Si:Al ratio of 70:1 results in poor conversion rates, 
the catalyst having a Si:Al ratio of 1600:1 exhibited significantly improved conversion. 
However, Appellants respectfuliy submit that such teaching does not adequately render 
the claimed range obvious to one skilled in the art. In particular, Kaeding does not teach, 
show or suggest at what point between the ratio of 70:1 and 1600:1, the conversion and 
selectivity towards propylene production becomes significant (rather than the overall Cr- 
C4 conversion rate as reported by Kaeding). Accordingly, Appeliams respectliiUy submit 
thai the teachings of Kaeding do not adequately, teach, show or suggest the leatures of 
the broadest pending claims (nor would it be obvious to combine the teachings of 
Kaeding and Fina, as discussed fully in the prior filed Appeal and Reply Briefs), nor of 
pending claims 18-19, which require that the propylene/ethylene ratio of the product is 
greater than the propylene/ethylene ratio of a conversion product produced by the 
conversion of a methanoi-containing feedstock operated at aii inlet temperature in said 
reactor of 4000 C. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejection. 
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